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• The Nixon administration is 
being “dishonest in leading 
the American people to be- 
lieve” that the missile defense 


why spend' any of the $5.6 bil- 
lion the administration wants 
for Grand Forks since there 
will not be enough missiles 
there to do any good? “Isn’t 
there something wrong— I’ll 


around the Minutcman base at say dishonest— in. leading the 
Grand Forks, N. D., adds to): American people lo believe” 
their security, Sen. Henry M. | j that putting 100 ABM inter- 
Jackson said yesterday. . , , „ 

Jackson’s charge came as he) : ceptors around Grand Forks 
cross-examined. Gerard C. j t intakes the U.S. offense look 
Smith, director of the U.S. I j more credible. in Soviet eyes 


arms control agency, on flic 
agreement Smith negotiated 
with the Soviet Union to limit 
land and sea-based missiles. 

"I’m appalled,” said Jackson 
(o newsmen • after ids morn- 
ing-long questioning of Smith, 
“that he doesn’t have the an- 
swers on Die most important 
matters ever brought before 
the Senate as far as strategic 
arms are concerned.” 

Smith did give answers lo 
most of the 25 written ques- 
tions posed by Jackson on the 
strategic arms limitation talks 
(SALT) agreement. But Jack- 
son complained that the res- 
ponses were incomplete and 
did not reveal the full extent 
of the understandings not put 
down on paper. “They have to 
explain what’s involved in 
this,” said Jackson of the Nix- 
on administration. 

The senator said lie would 
not make liis own' decision 
whether to vote for the ac- 
cords until after he had ob- 
tained fuller explanations. 
Chairman John Stennis (D- 
Miss.) of the Senate Armed 
Services . Committee called 
Jackson’s questions “excel- 
lent”', during yesterday’s meet- 
ing. 

On the anti-ballistic-missile 
question specifically, Jackson 
told Smith tiiat protecting the 
Grand Forks Minuteman base 
with only 100 interceptors — 
missiles which could take on 
incoming warheads — made lit- 
tle sense militarily. The 101st 
warhead, ho argued, would 
come down on Grand Forks 
unimpeded, because the 100 
defending missiles would have 
been used up. 

Therefore, asked Jaekson, 


and thus helps deter an at- 
tack? 

Smith, in answering Jack- 
son, said the 100 interceptors 
allowed under the SALT 
agreement “will protect a 
number of ICBMs (interconti- 
nental ballistic missiles) in 
that field” at Grand Forks. 

“I’ll tell you how bad it is. 
Ambassador Smith,” said Jack- 
son of the Grand Forks ABM 
’ defense. “It’s now being called 
a research project— that’s thq 
latest bit of jargon being, 
used.” ~ j 

If (lie administration wants 1 
$5.0 billion for the Grand 
Forks ABM, said Jackson, it 
should install at least 500 in- 
terceptors — not just, 100. 

Jackson in years past has 
supported the Nixon adminis- 
tration’s campaign for an ex- 
tensive missile defense — one 
test originally called for pro- 
tecting 12 Minuteman sites. 

Under the SALT agreement, 
the United States and Soviet 
Union can each put a missile 
defense of 100 interceptors 
around one lCBM site and 
each nation’s capital city, 
in Moscow that each side in- 
during the SALT negotiations 
in Moscow that each side in- 
stall four ABM sites to protect 
its offensive missiles, arguing 
this would help stabilize the i 
balance of terror. j 

Smith said that ”we pro-1 
posed” the 100 ABM missile 
limit and the Soviets accepted 
it. He added that 100 intercep- 
tors at Grand Forks was 
“about the level” proposed in 
the administration’s ABM plan 
and that, such a small deploy- 
ment of defensive weapons 
would facilitate negotiation to 
Jimit offensive weapons. 


Also, said Smith, the Soviets 
expressed concern that, put- 
ting a U.S. missile defense at 
two or four ICBM sites “would 
be the kernel for regional, if, 
not national, deployment” of: 
an ABM system. 

Other Jackson questions, 
and the responses: 

o Why did the Soviets re- 
fuse to state in the arms con- 
trol agreement itself that 1,618 
missiles was the maximum 
number they would be allowed 
to deploy? 

It was “not necessary to 
have a declaration,” said 
Smith, because the United 
States “could detect readily”’ 
the deployment of one addi- 
tional ICBM. : 

While Smith did not say so 
at the open hearing, the 
United States is counting on, 
the Central Intelligence A gen- \/\ 
cy’s observation satellites'’ 
flying over the Soviet Union 
to detect any new missiles put 
on the line. 

“We’d see a new launcher 
under construction,” said 
Smith. “I think Mr. Helms / 
(director of the CIA) would'' [ 
testify to that.” 

° What percentage of the 
Soviet Union is covered by 
clouds 80 per cent of the time 
or more? 

Smith said lie did not know 
but would supply the informa- 
tion for the committee’s secret 1 
session. Jackson replied, “This 
is something that has to be 
put in the public record at 
some point.” He told newsmen 

t h a (. verification techniques 
hinge on observation satel- 
lites; they cannot see through 
heavy clouds. ; . 

“The Soviets know it,” Sen. 
Stuart Symington (D-Mo.) said 
in supporting Jackson’s de- 
mand for information on the 
cloud-cover problem. “I can’t 
understand why it can’t be 
made public.” 

“I think American people 
are entitled to know whether 
the treaty is wise or unwise,” 
said Sen. Sam J. Ervin Jr. (D- 
N.C.) in joining the cloud- 
cover discussion. “I for one 
am going to insist. on that.” 


■ Cloud cover' conditions fig- 
ured in Air Force de)ibcra-j 
tions in the 1980s on whether j 
to mobile ICBMs. One conclu- 
sion was that the national park 
lands in the west, where there 
Is room for them, usually have 
crystal -clear weather. But crit- 
ics said Soviet satellites could! 
easily keep track of American 
ICBMs put on wheeled on 
tracked vehicles, i 

In contrast, heavy clouds 
over much of the Soviet Union 
make the mobile ICBM an at- 
tractive option there; accord- 
ing to some Pentagon ana- 
lysts. 

“Would the deployment ot 
a land mobile JCBM by the So- 
viet Union constitute a viola- 
tion of the interim SALT 
agreement limiting offensive 
missiles? 

“Technically not,” Smith 
told Jackson. “If we detected 
deployment of a mobile 
ICBM,” he said, the United 
Slates would consider it "in- 
consistent with the purposes 
of the agreement,” thus sot- 
ting the stage for the U.S. lo 
withdraw from i.t. 11c added . 
that there "is no evidence” 
that the Soviets are “well ad- 
vanced on mobile ICBMs.” 

0 What evidence is there 
that the Soviets have accepted 
the “assured destruction” doc- 
trine — the strategy of building 
enough retaliatory forces to 
deter another nation from 
striking first? And if the So- 
viet Union is building a sec- 
ond-strike force, why are they 
deploying the SS-9 ICBM of 25 
megatons and its bigger fol- 
low-on— weapons which Jack- 
son said threaten U. S. land- 
based missiles? 

Smith said the “best evi- 
dence” is the Soviet accept- 
ance of “very low levels” of 
anti-ballistic-missiles to defend 
their cities and ICBM sites. 
That, said Smith, “is one of 
the most important things 
about this agreement.” 

lie added that the SS-9 was 
started Jong before the SALT 
treaty was negotiated. It is an 
over-simplification, he said, to 
focus on the size of the war- 
heads since accuracy is an im- 
portant factor in measuring 
destructive power. 
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